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abstra€;t ^ 

Lpw reading achievement in the Chicago public, schools 
spurreja tha^,^ development of a mastery approach reading package. This 
approach aj^umes that in time any stu/ient can achieve the level of 
the brightest student, Implemeaitai;ion of a mastery program in urban 
areas presents special problems, including diversity of student 
backgrounds, time and space limitations, and varying degrees^ of 
teacher expertise. The instructional materials of the Chicago mastery 
reading package consist of fopr elements: skills units, comprehension 
units, enrichment activities and basal readers. Teacher training, 
classroom management, and record keeping procedures were developed 
during the first year of program implementation. Although all data 
has not yet been collected, it has become increasingly apparent that 
reading instruction can be adapted to the mastery learning framework 
and . utilized in a ij-arge city school system. (KS) 




♦ Documents acquired by ERIC include ftany informal unpublished ♦ 

♦ materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every eff.ort ♦. 

♦ to obtain the best ^opy available. Nevert^heless, items of margin^il ♦ 

♦ reproducibility are often encountered and this -affect^s the quality ♦ 

♦ of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available ♦ 

♦ via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS)., EDRS is not ♦ 

♦ respoi;xsible for the quality of the original document* Reproductions ♦ 

♦ supplied by EDRS are tbe best that can be made from the original. '♦ 



U S 06PAKTM6NT0F HCALTH. 
eOUCATION & WELFAK6 
NATlONAt INStlTUte OF 
80UCATI0N • 

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN -Pf PRO- 
DUCED EXACTLY AS «eClEIVED R«OM 
THE PERSON on ORGAN fZ AT ION ORlGJN* 
ATlf^O >T POINTS OF VIEW on OPINIONS 
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE- 
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
EDUCATION PbSITlON OR POLICY" 



SCOPE OF INTEREST NOTICE 

Tho ERIC Facility bat auigntd 
thii document for procQuing 

to: 



In oul judgimtnt, this document 
it also ot mtorost to tho cloarInQ* 
housoi noted to tho nght. Indoic- 
ing should xif loot thoir tpocial 
pomts of flow. 



SP 



PRACTICAL PROBLEMS OF ATTEr^lPTING TO IMPLEMENT A 



MASTERY fiEARNING PR6'GRA^1 IN A LARGE' CITY SCHOOL SySTEM 



-Jeffrey K. Smith 
and 

r 

John W. Wj-ck 
Chicago fioard of Education 



\ 



r 



si) 

rERic 



Paper Presented ' at the ^nual Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, San Franciico, 1976, 



I . The Problem- • ' . 

One of the most persistent jjroblems facing the Chicago 
school system is low reading achievement. The problem is perva- 
sive; it affects nearly all areas of instruction and seems fairly 
resistent to a variety of remedies. The Department of Researpli 

and Evaluation has - undertaken a project to see if the Mas-I;ery 

J ■ ' ' ' ' -'^ 

Learning approach o£ Benjaihin S. Bloom (Bloom, 1968) ,^Iiict^ has 

, /proven sucqessful in other subject areas ^ can be adapted to the 

• unique problems of teaching reading in an urban setting. ' 



/ 
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"II • Mastery Learning Theory. and Strategy 

• Mastery Learning is based on the assvimption that nearly all 
Students can learn what only the best students presently learn. 
The philosophy of tl^ Mastery Learning approach is (in part) 
. that a subject consists of a body of knowledge and skills; the 

charge pf the educational System should be to convey that body 

* ■ . .1 

of knowledge and skills, to all <bf the students (Bloom, 1968). 

The pedagogical basis of Mastery Learning is derived from, the 
■ Carroll concept of aptitude: that it" is reflective of how 'long 

It Will. take a student to learn, not, hoy; much he can le^rh 

(Carroll, i963). Prom this view of aptitude, it follows, that 
♦ the itiajorijzy of pupils, when proV.ided mth sufficient time and 

the appropriate feedback and corrective materials in relation ' 
N^to^ their efforts, can attain levels of achievement presently re- 

served fdr the brighte.st students. • 
• ^^he Mastery Learning teaching strategy begins, with an 

analysis of the content -of a course'. The esse'ixtial terms', facts, 

• . -, ■ ' * • I' • * 
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concepts, etc. are gleaned from each nnxt m the curriculum 

\ : • ■;./■.■'. 

(or chapter in the text) and a formative test is administered 
to alkstudents. The students Ifearn their weaknesses with 
respect to the unit and are provided with materials td reme- 
diate themA After working with remedial materials, students 
who have not mastered a particular skill are retested to check 
for mastery. The formative test there fore > is used* as a Xeam- - 
' ing tool, not a ranking procedure. In a classroom setting, 
students who show ^no deficiencies in the initial testing ^either 
work as peer tutors for students who need help, or engage !in 
enrichment activities during the remediation perdod. , 

Through this procedure, the weaknesses of students are iden- . 
tified and remediated before new material is introduced. Thus, 
when new material is approached, all^ students are ready tp re- 
ceive it. S,ince the progress that is made in the course is, by 
necessity, class* progress, a spirit of cooperation among students y^sj?<v 
is engendered. 

i 

. To summarize, the procedure in the classroom runs somethincf 
like this : ' . 

1. The entire class receives instruction on the uni|t. 

2. The entire class takes a formative test on the uhit. ' 

3. , The students are informed of their individual weak-; ^ . ' 
' . * nesses with certain aspects of the unit. j ^ 

4. • The -students receive alternative learning materi^afls to 

i * ' • * 

rfemediate their individual 'weaknesses. , 

5. Students with weaknesses are re-tested. . 

6. When all students have reached an acceptsible level of 
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mastery*, the process begins again at Step 1 with 

\ 

the next unit. * 
By spending the time to remediate deficiencies/ Mastery 
Learning strategies often take more time to complete the first 
several xinits of a course. It has bqen found, ^however , that 
this time is made up in later \inits since more students arfe 
better prepared to approach new units (Block, 1970). It. has 
also been found in several studies that stuf^ent affect toward 
the subject increases as the student finds that he has more and 
more success with the subject (Bloom, 1973). A more detailed 
discussion of the theprV and research related to Mastery Leayn- 
ing can be found in Block (1970) and a moi;e elaborate description 
operating procedures can be found in Block and Anderson (1975) • 

III. Nature of the Project ' 

The goal of the project is to develop cin effective Mastery 
Learning "package" for reading instruction in Ofhicago Schools. 
•The package would contain all the materials necessary for j imple- 
mentation of a Mastery Learning strategy. These include:, 

I 

A. Instructional materials — These consist, of matetials 
for initial instruction of units, formative tests and 
materials for remediation of deficiencies • i 

B. Materials to facilitate classroom management — These 
inc],ude /charts, graphs and instructions on organization 



* "Acceptable I&^jbI of mastery" wilT operationalize differently in 
different settings. Block (1970) ^ found that a range of 85% to 
95% produced acceptable results. 

' / ■ ^ . . 5 , ' .. . , 
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# - necessary tb manage the Mastiery Learning strategy. 

C. Teacher training This cqjfieists of written materials 
on the techniqu^ of -Masteity Learning as well as in- 
service ttaining. There Are aspects of Mastexr/ Learn- 
ing that are contradictory to traditional classroom, 
teaching and need thoroiigh explanation. (For example , 
the notion of "reviewing for the test" 4:<^es not exist, 
in Mastery Learning.^ khe teacher gives the test and 
lets^the results guide the review afterward.) 

Development of the packaJge pre-sents some special problems 

/ * 
in that certain constraints jfexist due to the realities of urban 

education i Among the particfiular problems that are faced in the 
• * / * 

development of the package /are the following: 

1. Pupils in urban aftreas represent dramatically different 
t ^ - 

backgrounds; the/jpackage has to be flexible 'enough to 

1 ' , 

accomodate this diversity. » 

2. The package has to be usable within the confines ,of the 
regular school 'day. To expect that the pupils who need 
extra time in order to re^ch mastery will take time, ou^ 
of the clagsroom is unrdasoncd^le . ^ 

3. I^n addition to remaining within the confines of the 
school with respect to time, similar constraints exist 



dth respect to auxiliary aid to the class\(^oom teacher. 
The package therefore needs to be developed such that 
it can J3e used by a single classroom teacher with up 
to 35 pupils. I 
4. Pupils in urban settings are very often pupils who are 

. 6 



behind grade level . ^This ijs not meant %to be a^ in^ 
dictment of urban school systems (and certainly not 

/ ^ of urban pupilsl)^ merely an acceptance of realities 
of the situation. A successful ins tructi^al techno- 
logy must address this issue not ortLy with respect to 
the cognitive aspects of the instruction^ but the 
affective as well. 

5V The tfeachers in any large school ^sy stem-vary greatly:- 

in expertise. The package has to be developed for the I 
least well-trainedy most inexperienced teacher as well 
as the experienced teacher. . 

With these problems in mind^ the Project staff decided that 
in its initial year .it would concentrate on one level of reading 

o " 1 

ability and address only the problems related to that level. To 
this end^ five classrooms were selected with students who were at 
roughly the same achievement level (approximately 3rd grade equi-r' 
'valent in reading abilit^^ . All' classrooms were provided^ w^ith 
identical sets of materials. Participating teachers received train 
ing in Mastery Learning and' were briefed on the objectives and 

4 

materials in each unit before the unit was taught. The staff con- 
ferred regularly with the teachers concerning progress and probleifts 
in the materials and classrodm management. Final production of 
all ui^its was withheld until two or three weeks prior to usage ' 
in orddr to maintain flexibility and be responsive to the prob- 
lems of the teachers. "The instructional materials of ^the 'Chi- 
cagq Reading Package are described, in the next section. Th^ 
package was evolved from ttjle goals and coi^erns mentioned . above ^ 



as filtered through several months of trial and error in tl^e 
classroom. 

> 

The Chicago Mastery Reading Package 

The dnstructional materials of the Chicago Mastery Reading 
Package consist of four elemejits: Skills Units ^ Comprehension'^ 
Units ^ Enrichment Activities ^nd Basal Readers. Brief descrip- 
tions of the four ©elements a^^' presented below^ fpllowecj by a 
discussion of how they are ir^tegratjed to form the rea*ding. pro- 



gram. 



1 



A. The Skills and Comprehens j,on Units — These two elements^^^m 

prise the basic fabric of the program into which the Enri^ch- 

ment and .Readers are woven. Comprehension and Skills Units 

are based on different objectives^ but the materials and 

teaching framework for ^he two^ are similar. Below is a 

description of the materials for these units along with disf** 

cussion of how they are used. 
• 

1) Unit Overview ; This explains to the teacher what ob- 
jectives are being taught and what materials are con- 
tained in the unit. 

■ ' ■ ' " J \ ^ ' • ^ 

2) Teachers Instructions ; This is a teacher's guide for 
the teaching activities in the unit. The instructions 
include detailed suggestions for the basic instruction 
that occurs in the^ \init. There are aliso less detailed 
suggestions for other activities the teacher may want to 
engage in^ depending on the class** - • 



3) ■ Practice Sheets f.or Students; These are worksheets^ for 
the students to practice the skills being developed. 
Included in these worksheets is practice in the format 1 
. in which the pupils will later be tested. 



4) Formative Tests : This'is the assessment of skills 

mastered on the unit. The teacher recei'i/es ^dceptable 
mastery levels for each of the skills on the test. - ' 



5) Remedial Activities : These mate£fi.als consist of teacher 



instructions and student worksheets for Remediation of 
deficiencies. While it is recognized that an ^ important 

cause"of failure on the initial test is lack of atteii- 

■» » " 

dance or attention/ the remedial activities are based 
on the idea that a student attended to instruction Wd 
still could not master the skill. A procedure for re-^\ 
testing for mastery is contained in all remedial acti^ 
vities. * 



The Skills and Comprehension Units are based on the 
Chic^o Board of Education's Curriculum jSuide-in Reading for 
the Elementary School (Chicago Board of Education, 1974). 
The guide contains § series of objectives which are catego- 
rized into strands (Word , Attack / Study Skills, Comprehension 
and Literature.) and placed into a hierarchy according to the 
grade levels at which they are taught.' 

Using this guide, the staff has culled objectives from, 
the Word Attack and Study Skills strands and combined them 
into Skills Units . A Skills Unit typically contains two or 



three word attack skills 'awd o^e 'study skill {e.g. one 
*unit contains skills related . to 'prefixes , suffixes , and^ 
dictiqnary skills). ' Prom the guide's Comprehension strand 

: <»«,'• 

objectives and from other sources/ thsr Comprehension .Units 

* ■ . * 

have been formed. A Comprehension Unit usually contains 

, one skill that is cdncentrated on throughout the unit (e\g* 

one unit pertains to making comparisons).* \ r 

„ * • . . - . • -^^ ,.• 

B . , Enrichment Activi ties^ ^ — During the time when remediation 

of deficiencies "^occurs/ some pupils who master skills quickly 
ate free to engage in other activities. The Eprichment Acti- 
vities 'element .is designed to provide materials ' for these 
pupils. Enrichment activities come from a variety of sources* 
Some are based on the guide's Study Skills strand bbjeqtives 
that, a^re deemed less than essential to reading, some' c^me 
from Literature straiid objectives, and some are activities 
primarily for enjoymient. ^ ' . 

C. Basal Reading — The package is designed tp work with any 
basal reading series. The readers are used independently^f / 

. auxiliary series materials. 1?he, teacher may also select 
reading materials from other sources since the package is 
not tied into any particular s£ories. Teachers may selecl; 
; stories frOin readers that would complement activities from 
the Units, l^ut this is not eJ'feential. * 
since the Enrichment Activities described only take place 
in the context oi^* remediation, there are basically three activi- 
ties which can tai|e place in the program. These are: reading 



from a basal reader or other reading materials^ working on a ^ 
Comprehension Unit^ ot working on a SRills Unit. Ke^^ing in- 
struction for a day is broken^ into two segments^. The teacher 
can schedule aijy of the three activities to take place during a- 
segment. ' The three activities run independently of each other. . 
Reading instruction for a hypothetical week might' look like this 



1st Segment 
2nd Segment 



M 


T 


■ w 


T 


P 


S 


■■■■'■3 ' 


St 


S 




R 


C 


c 


R . 


1 

R 



S = Skill3 Unit , 

C ^ Comprehension Unit 

R = Reading 



\^ Figure 1 



Skills. Unit work occupies the first segment of reading/ in- 
struction on Monday "through Thursday i(n this week. This might ^ 
represent initial instruction of a Skills Unit on Monday thiroii^ 
Wedne^day^ith t^e formative test being giv^en on Thursday. By 
working on Comprehensipn and Reading on Friday^ the teacher 
allows thxee days for grading papers , and ^organizing remediation 
(j^or the Skills' Unit. Reading always comes in the second i^gment 
here^ ^nd it might be being^used as motivation to do well in the 
first segment's instruction ("As soon as we coihplete^ this) we 
can,,Xi^>ish^yesterday^ Itory."). Both segmenta may be devoted 
to a single dUnit or to reading If desired 4^ the teacher. The 
teacher is free to or'ganize the week in the npst efficacious 



fashion. 




Since^^^i^^^i] 

classroom may completfe three Comprehension IJnits while "only com- 



.l\s and Comprehension Units are independent^ a 
it^ 



pleting one Skills Unit, It is importa^jt i;p note -before leav-^^ 
i;ig this discussion of the package, that the Comprejhension and 
Skills Units are both taught in Mastery' Learning fashion even 

though progres's in one is not dependent upon progress io the 

* •* ■ ' ^ . 

other. Further, whole class reading activities occur., in a regu- ^ 
larl^scheduled fashion. ^ ' " ' . 



vPreliminary Results 



The goal 6f the first ^cir of -the 'Project was to work out the 
problems involved in implementing Mastery Learning in reading in-- 
struction in a large city school system.^ This section discusses ' 
the problems that have arisen and some solutions that haye be^n 

found. ^ ' ' ^ ' \ ' 

' ■ • ■ ' ' ' ' . ' I 

A. Teacher Training , ^ ' ' , 

' ■ * * 

The teachers received approxintately 10 hours of instruct 
tion" on Mastery Learning l5e fore they began to implement the ' 
program in their classrooms Through discussion and informal 
questioning/ the Progect staff felt that the teachers fiad a 
sufficient background in the Mastery ^techniques at that time. 
Several problems arose however, and served as a warning to the 
staff that the implementation* of Mastery Learning requires a 
significant change in 'teacher behavior. • '| 

' The first probleih was related to thejpse of the forma- 
^* tive t^st. Several teachers had alotte^substantial ^mounts 
^ of time for reviewing material before;, administering the test. 
^ This is clearly inefficient in a Mastery Learning framework. 
Furth^ermore, the teachers had considerable difficulty in 
adapting to. the test as ^^onnative instrjoment. The teachers 
' . were apologetic' or, defensive^if the class did "poorly" on the 

first adittin-istration of the test, and conversely weire quite 
' proud if the class did '"well" on the test. Only after several 
units and' much 'discussion did the teachers begin to lose their 
anxiety about the formative- test^^res.ults. 

, The second problem was concerned with r^ediation.. This 
' ptoblem was actually/only partially related to teacher train 
ing; a major part of the problem was a conceptual one and wi 
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be discussed laj:er. It was difficult to get the teachers 
to do remedial work only with those pupils who demonstrated 
a need by their performance on the forma t:ive test. In many 
instances r if over half of the class needed remediation/ the 
teacher would do the remedial work with all Of the pupils. . 
It was only aft6r the staff made substantive changes in the 
format of remediation that the problem was ameliorated. 

Finally^ 'there is the general problem of teachers* 
anxieties with respect to innovation. There is an inherent 
implication in any educational innovation that the previous 
system was somehow' "inferior" . When that "previous system" 
is how the teacher currejf^tly teaches his class (conducts his 
prof essidn) ^ then* s6me anxiety and def ensiveness toward the 
innovation can be anticipated. This was a problem during 
the teacher training period and it impressed^j)gn^^^e staff 
that there are affective components to tea<r^ner" training as , 
well as cognitive ones. 

In addition to the creation of instructional materials r 
classrpom management procedures and teacher record keeping! pro- 
tocols were developed. ^'Jhile the problems of falaooroom manage- 
ment and record keeping may seem mundane to the educational re- . 
searcher, they are critical to the classroom teacher. Practi- 
cable solutions to these problems are essential to" any i^nstruc- 

tional program. • 

^1 

B. Classroom Management ^ 

Classroom manage^jj^nt poses^ particularly difficult prob- 
lems when remediation of deficiencies has to occur within 
the classroom setting. It was only through attempting 
several disastrous classroom management procedures that the 
staff and participating teachers arrived; at spme solutions 
for ela^room managemeht. ■ 

Our experience led us to the following conclusions con- 
cerning remediation activities in the classroom: 

1. It is unreasonable, to expect a teacher to be'ableto 
monitor m^re^ than three instructional activities it the • 

./ same time ieVeji if all the teacher is doing is monitoring) 
\lf the tecfcher is involved actively in an instructional 
activity r i^ is difficult for th^ teacher to successfully 
monitor more than one other group. , 

2. Many pupils failed to master skills because they ^re 
absent (either physically or mentally)- when instruction 

13 i 
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was initially given. Often these 
the instruction to be presented tjo 
reach mastery. 



students merely need 
them in order to 



3. Pupils who f ail -^to master after 
often can, be brought to mastery 
particular problems with a skill 
identified. ' ' 



initial instruction 
quite rapidly if their 
can be specifically 



/ 



4. ' Components of a task unrelated to the skill being taught 
can make the critical difference in student 'perseveran<^ 
on a task until the" skill is mastered. (e.g. If a 
student can cut out cards , work'^7ith crayons^ or play an 
instructional gamer he may stay \/ith the task longer.) 

The procedure for remediation of skills that is currently 
being used consists of presenting th<2 skill to the pupil in 
a programmed fashion. Whenever the ]?upil reaches a designated 
critical pointy he calls upon the teachei" or a pupil who has 
already- mastered the skill to check liis progress. If he is 
proceeding properly^ he continues; if he is having difficulty r 
the instructor can remediate immediately. This procedure 
provides ^the teacher with informatiop of a more diagnostic 
nature to' guide the remediation. Additionally it allows 
pupils to quickly locate thMr particular problems without 
having to Vait for pupils who have different difficulties 
with a skill.. .Two or three bkillo can be remediated in the 
classroom simultaneously. Tn6.oe wha roach mastery of the 
entire unit become progress dhedcersi or work with Enrichment 
materials^ The teacher works wit^ fche pupils who need help 
on a one-to-one basis. There is still some problem wh[en 
several children need help at the same time. The, problem, 
however is not presently ^serious ancj the staff is developing 
peer tutoring techniques to address 



Record Keeping 

In order to keep track of whicfi 
mastered the skills in a unit, matrices were constructed 
which c&ossed atudent names with skjJ.ls in -^e unit. The 
staff originally felt that these chc 



this issue, 



students had and had not' 



rts should be, kept con-. 



fidentially by^^the >teacher.^ The teachers, however, insisted 



classroom. For each 
an "vx" was |)laced in the 
the pupil had not. mastered 



on having large charts put up in th 
skill that was mastered by a pupil, 
appropriate box under Ms name. If 

the skill originally, when he . successfully completed remedia- 
'tioA he was permitted to place the rx" on the' chart himself. 
The motivating influence of this pr^cedurej' on the pupils was 
a pleasant Surprise to the v^taff Getting to put an 



the chart was viewed by the pupils ks a challenge. Addition- 



ally, after several units, getting 
formative test became a goal of the 



'^all x's" on the initial 
pupils I 



"x" 



on 
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At the time of this writing^ the pupils in the project have 
not been administered reading achievement tests ^ so t|ieir growth 
over the ytfar cannot be assessed. In some respects/ an evdlua- 
tion of the progress of the pupils this year would be i;rigj?prT 
ate because of the developmental nature 'of the year's 4<;itivities. 



The purpose Of this initial year's activities was to 

id jar c 



i^t and 



"I 



\ 



revise materials and procedures so that a Mastery Leai ncLng "treat- \ 

f ' • . Iv ' . .' "^ 

and subsequently evaluated m an\experx- >^ 
mental setting. Some data have been gathered this year \nqwever^ ' '\ 



. and the preliminary returns are most encouraging. They are dis^j^Jj^^ 
cussed below. 



D. Results of the First Units 

The first three units were constructed in a somewhfeit 
different fashion than the units described in- Section IV^ A. 
(There was no separation of Comprehension and Study Skills.) 
However r they were taught in a Mastery Learning framework 
and the results of the units ara quite interesting. Table 1 
contains the percentage of skills that were mastered On the 
initial formative test and the percentage of that were; 
mastered after reme<3iation for the five classes. 
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Initial 
Testing 


After 
Remediation 


! 


Unit 1 
n-15.0 

Unit 2 
n=105* 


64.7% 


97.6% 


t 

•1 


1 

64.4% 

. %■ - 


93.1% 

.J . ■ 


* 1 

1 


Unit 3 
n=138 


79.5% 


■ 94,5% 


- V 


« 


Table 


1. 

• 


I 

1 



The n's vdry partially because of the high transiency in the school. 
The n for finit 2 is particularly low because one of the teaphers 
marked the i"x's" for remediation on her chart with the same pen 
she used for initial mastery. It was impossible to differentiate. 

Such is life. . ^ I ' 

15 ■ * ,. V ' 1 
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The results of Unitg 4 'and 5 are nc^t complete ^ but 
they show •a similar pattern of approximately 95% o£ the skills^ 
eventually being mast:erect>^ Further, whil 5 the formative tests 
vary in difficulty 'dhere is^ilu^etinite [trend of increasing 



pupil per 
apparent 



formance 
trend is 



One of 
aptitude 
units , tfi 
2 is a corre 
of Basic 
(for the 
of units 



the be 
measures 
ey becorai 
latior 
Skills s\ 
previous 
1^3. 



the init^^^ testinjg.l The reality of this 
infirmed by Ntke *teacfie3:s^. 

tenets of Mastery iiecLrrling i^s that* while 
ire predictive of initic 1 mastety on early 
\less predictive/ in sucaeeding units. Table 
[latrix of pupiCe ' scoreis on the Iowa Test 



b|-tests of Word^^J^ttack\, 1 
years) , and' the^scoresl oJ 



eading Comprehension 
the initial testing 



Reading Formative^, 
Comp, Test 1 



ormative 
est 2 



Formative 
Test 3 



Wolrd 
Attack 












Reading 
Comprehension 


.7503 
p=.001 






-i — 

\ 




Formative 
Test 1 


.5359 
p=.OOI 


.4818 
p= .'001 




\ 1 .11 


* 


Formative 
Test 2 


. .3930 
p=.001 


^ .4244 
p=.001 


.5060 
p=.001 \ 






♦ 

Formative 
Test 3 


.2404 
p=.004 • 


.11.09 
p=.109 


.2199 

p=.007 - 


.2403 
p=.Q24 





Table 2. 



it is apparent from even this limited set of data that 
the Iowa Test is growing less predictive of initial mastery.* 
(It is particularly interesting to^ look at- the correlations 
of the. Word Attack sub-test and the formative tests ^ since 
the formative tests were heavily weighted with word attack 
skills.) • 

While the data are not sufficient to draw any but the 
most tentative conclusions, it is nonetheless remarkable 
how well they fit the Mastery Learning model. Pupils' ini- 
tial performance on the formative test is improving; pupils 
are successfully being brought to mastery when th.ey show defi- 
ciencies; and pupils' performance is growing less dependent 
on initial aptitude. 
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* It should be noted that the unit 3 test had a somewhat rjestricted 
variance due to* a "ceiling effect" in the test. 
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Perhaps the most valuable information is being gathered in- 
formally. It has beconie increasingly apparent that both the ^ 
teachers and the pupils are adapting to the Mastery Learning 
framework/ The pupila approach* the^^ formatiye test as pi noipnaj. 
,part of instruction and another, opportunity tO.\get "all .x's". 
The teachers are- also becoming more comfortable With the- testing 
an^i are getting more usage out of the test results. Record i 
keeping has proven to be an ass^t instead -of .a liabil4.€^ an^ • 
classroom management problems ate working toward resolutions. 



YI. The OutJ^oofc , . • 

A1: present the staff is working to refine classroom procedures 
and formats for materials so that the package can be reviseci,* 
polished and made re^dy for a rigorous evaluation in a contrQlled 
setting. Our experienced this year havp led us to believe that 
reading instruction can be adapted 'to th^ Mastery 'Learning frame- 
'work, and implemented in a large city schbol system. ' We are con- 
fident that a formal evaluation of the package will confirm our 
beliefs. Until we. receive such confirmation we ai;e heartened by' 
comments, such as the following f com ^an iriitially -reluctant 
te&cher^ "Ypu can't have the leftover materials back, I need 
them for next year." 
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